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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 

L This communication is in response to Amendment C file 1 1/22/2005. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC§103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 21-24,27-29,31,34-38,41-43,45,48-52,55-57,59,62 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Grau et al ("Grau", US# 5,910,803) in view of Perry et al 
("Perry", US 6,832,070). 

As per claim 21, Grau discloses a method for implementing a service on a management 
portal of a network to provide a customer at a remote node in the network with the capability to 
view on a web page a topology map of the customer's portioned network, the method 
comprising: receiving from the remote node a request for the topology map (Column 8 lines 12- 
1 7); gathering information relevant to the requested topology map (Column 8 lines 12-17); 
generating the requested topology map using the gathered information (Column 6 lines 4-12). 
Grau fails to distinctly point out the user being able to view a topology map on a web page from 
a remote node, wherein the generated topology map is in conformance with a graphics format. 
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However, Perry teaches transporting the requested topology map to the remote network node 
(Column 5 line 45 - Column 6 line 30) utilizing a network protocol that enables the requested 
topology map to be linked into a web page (Column 5 lines 50-67). Perry also teaches the 
generated topology map is in conformance with a graphics format (Column 5 lines 45-50). 
Therefore it would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to combine the 
method of Grau with the teaching of Perry. Motivation to do so would have been to simplify the 
data so that it reduces client side processing and information transportation. 

As per claim 22, which is dependent on claim 21, Grau-Perry discloses a method further 
comprising adding, by the map view object, a plurality of symbols to the requested topology 
map, wherein the symbols comprise at least one of either a network node icon symbol and a 
connection line symbol (Grau, Column 11 lines 65-67, and Column 12 lines 1-4). 

As per claim 23, which is dependent on claim 21, Grau-Perry fails to disclose a method 
wherein transporting the requested topology map comprises associating the requested topology 
map with an output file stream. However, Official Notice is taken that using an output file stream 
to transmit data to a remote node is well known in the art. It would have been obvious to an 
artisan at the time of the invention to use an output file stream to transmit the topological data to 
a remote node because it would allow the user to see data immediately, even if the entire data set 
has not yet been received by the node. 

As per claim 24, which is dependent on claim 21, Grau-Perry discloses a method further 
comprising: displaying on the remote network node a display of topology map options for 
generating the customer's network topology map (Grau, Column 8 lines 15-27), wherein the 
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gathered information is consistent with the customer's selection of topology map options, if 
selected (Grau, Column 8 lines 15-27). 

As per claim 27, which is dependent on claim 21, Grau-Perry discloses a method 
initializing a graphics driver as a member function of the map view module, wherein the graphics 
driver is defined by a graphics driver class representing a supplied graphics library; and 
generating a system call to a supplied graphics library to generate the requested topology map 
(Grau, Column 5 lines 58-67, and Column 6 lines 1-3). 

As per claim 28, which is dependent on claim 21, Grau-Perry discloses a method wherein 
the graphics format comprises at least one of the group comprising portable network graphics 
("PNG") format and graphics interchange format ("GIF") (Perry, Column 5 lines 45-50). 

As per claim 29, which is dependent on claim 21, Grau-Perry discloses a method wherein 
the network protocol comprises one or more of the group comprising HTTP, TCP/IP and X.25 
(Perry, Column 6 lines 14-30). 

As per claim 31, which is dependent on claim 21, Grau-Perry discloses a method wherein 
the network comprises a combination of one or more of a local area network, wide area network, 
wireless network, and internet (Grau, Column 3 lines 56-65). 

As per claim 34, which is dependent on claim 21, Grau-Perry discloses a method wherein 
transporting the requested topology map comprises: generating a web page with a hypertext link 
to the location in which the requested topology map is stored (Perry, Column 5 line 54- Column 
6 line 1 1); forwarding the web page over the network to the customer (Perry, Column 5 lines 45- 
50); and receiving a command to invoke a common gateway interface in the management portal 
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to transport the stored topology map to the customer using the network protocol (Perry, Column 
6 lines 14-30). 

Claims 35 and 49 are individually similar in scope to that of claim 21 and are therefore 
rejected under similar rationale. 

Claims 36 and 50 are individually similar in scope to that of claim 22 and are therefore 
rejected under similar rationale. 

Claims 37 and 51 are individually similar in scope to that of claim 23 and are therefore 
rejected under similar rationale. 

Claims 38 and 52 are individually similar in scope to that of claim 24 and are therefore 
rejected under similar rationale. 

Claims 41 and 55 are individually similar in scope to that of claim 27 and are therefore 
rejected under similar rationale. 

Claims 42 and 56 are individually similar in scope to that of claim 28 and are therefore 
rejected under similar rationale. 

Claims 43 and 57 are individually similar in scope to that of claim 29 and are therefore 
rejected under similar rationale. 

Claims 45 and 59 are individually similar in scope to that of claim 3 1 and are therefore 
rejected under similar rationale. 

Claims 48 and 62 are individually similar in scope to that of claim 34 and are therefore 
rejected under similar rationale. 
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4. Claims 25,26,30,33,39,40,44,47,53,54,58,61 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over unpatentable over Grau et al ("Grau", US# 5,910,803) and Perry et al ("Perry", 
US 6,832,070) in view of Prithviraj et al ("Prithviraj" US# 5987513). 

As per claim 25, which is dependent on claim 21, Grau-Perry fails to disclose topology 
map options. However, Prithviraj teaches a method wherein the topology map options comprise 
one or more of the group of individually selectable parameters including performance attributes, 
status and throughput (Prithviraj, Column 24 lines 61-64). Therefore it would have been obvious 
to an artisan at the time of the invention to combine the mapping options introduced in Prithviraj 
into Grau-Perry. Motivation to do so would have been to provide a more convenient way of 
identifying network elements and examining the status of such network elements. 

As per claim 26, which is dependent on claim 21, Grau-Perry-Prithviraj discloses a 
method further comprising the customer with a display of filtering functions that may be applied 
to the customer's network partition to generate the requested topology map, wherein the gathered 
information is consistent with the customer's selection of a desired filter function, when selected 
(Prithviraj, Column 23 lines 31-37). 

As per claim 30, which is dependent on claim 21, Grau-Perry-Prithviraj discloses a 
method wherein the network topology generation service is one of a plurality of services 
provided to customers by a service provider (Prithviraj, Column 13 lines 27-33). 

As per claim 33, which is dependent on claim 21, Grau-Perry-Prithviraj discloses a 
method further comprising: providing authentication services for the services for the customer by 
a web server executing on the management portal (Prithviraj, Column 19 lines 34-46). 
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Claims 39 and 53 are individually similar in scope to that of claim 25 and are therefore 
rejected under similar rationale. 

Claims 40 and 54 are individually similar in scope to that of claim 26 and are therefore 
rejected under similar rationale. 

Claims 44 and 58 are individually similar in scope to that of claim 30 and are therefore 
rejected under similar rationale. 

Claims 47 and 61 are individually similar in scope to that of claim 33 and are therefore 
rejected under similar rationale. 



5. Claims 32,46, 60 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
unpatentable over Grau et al ("Grau", US# 5,910,803) and Perry et al ("Perry", US 6,832,070) in 
view of Messinger ("Messinger", US# 5,793,974). 

As per claim 32, Grau-Perry fails to disclose configuring a portion of a network. 
However, Messinger teaches a method wherein the service provider configures a portion of the 
network in to partitioned networks, wherein the portion of the network comprises a partitioned 
network allocated to the customer (Messinger, Column 7 lines 57-67, Column 8 lines 1-17). 
Therefore it would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to combine the 
teaching of Messinger of configuring a portion of the network into the system of Grau-Perry. 
Motivation to do so would have been to provide an arrangement by which a network manager or 
other operator may easily generate and manipulate the physical layout of a network. 
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Claims 46 and 60 are individually similar in scope to that of claim 32 and are therefore 
rejected under similar rationale. 

Response to Arguments 
Applicant's arguments with respect to claim 21-62 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

The Office notes that the factual assertion set forth under OFFICIAL NOTICE in the 
Office Action dated 9/22/2005 was not contested. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Ryan F Pitaro whose telephone number is 57 1-272-4071 . The 
examiner can normally be reached on 7:00am - 4:30pm Monday-Thursday, and alternating 

Fridays. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kristine Kincaid can be reached on 571-272-4063. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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I nformation regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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Patent Examiner 
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